The qirā āt or variae lectiones represent the vast corpus of Qur ānic readings that were preserved through the historical processes associated with the textual codification and transmission of the Qur ān. Despite the fact that differences among certain concomitant readings tend to be nominal, others betray semantic nuances that are brought into play within legal discourses. Both types of readings remain important sources for the history of the text of the Qur'ān and early Arabic grammatical thought. While some recent scholars have questioned the historical function and nature of the corpus of qirā āt, others have argued that specific types of variant readings were the resultant products of attempts to circumvent legal inconsistencies which were found in text of the Qur ān or were generated through legal debates. Following a preliminary review of the historical framework of the genesis of qirā āt through reference to early grammatical literature, an attempt will be made to shed some light on the role that semantic variation among concomitant readings played in the synthesis and interpretation of law. The aim will be to draw attention to the subtle theoretical frameworks employed by jurists for their contextualization and analysis. This will also include a review of attitudes towards the forms of qirā āt that classical scholarship designated as being anomalous or shādhdha.
lectiones from these materials which are often discussed in legal, exegetical and even grammarians treatises. Indeed, grammarians specialised in the composition of texts which analysed their specific linguistic features and composed detailed treatises which explained their properties, referring to various dialects and conventions to contextualise their actual incidence in the language of Arabic.
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The copies produced for ʿUthmān were apparently transcribed in the so-called scriptio defectiva: Arabic comprises fifteen stock graphemes or homographs. It is argued that at the time early Qurʾānic codices were written long vowels were not fully represented in the skeletal script; furthermore, diacritical dots were sparingly employed to distinguish individual characters and the script still lacked a system of short vowel annotation. The insertion of diacritic dots allowed for the phonemic replication of the 28 characters of the Arabic language. Interestingly, within the same stock of collection reports it is alleged that the omission of diacritical dots in the original ʿUthmānic codices, and even verse markers, was intentional as it is implied that such an arrangement permitted the accommodation of consonantal variants whose Qurʾānic status had been accepted. 13 has been mentioned it is the omission of the dots which is said to have been a deliberate act on the part of the text's editors as far as a standard copy of the Qur'an sanctioned by ʿUthmān is concerned. 14 Some have suggested that it is anachronistic to link such figures with innovative linguistic scholarship, although it seems reasonable to assume that as readers they engaged in activities associated with the preservation of the Qurʾān. 15 Within the tradition, the existence of variances among readings is explained by the fact these were sanctioned by a Prophetic report which refers to the text of the Qurʾān being revealed in several modes or ḥurūf or aḥruf, a term whose import was the subject of much deliberation. 16 The issue of whether ʿUthmān's textus receptus encompassed these seven modes of readings, or simply one of them, was also debated with the view that it encompassed one facet of the seven ḥurūf becoming generally accepted among Sunni scholars. 17 Shīʿite luminaries refer to its being revealed in a single ḥarf. 18 Classical scholarship was of the view that the authenticated corpus of readings derived its Qurʾānic status from Prophetic sanction and approval; later generations of readers were believed to have traced the pedigree of their readings to early luminaries. Deference to precedent was to consolidate as a key tenet in classical qirāʾāt literature with readers invoking adages such as 'al-qirāʾa sunna' (readings are defined by precedent) and ittibāʿ al-muṣḥaf (adherence to the established codex), which operated as shibboleths of deference to the Qurʾān's linguistic and authoritative status. When the historical shifts to the standardization of readings crystallized, harmony with the ʿUthmānic codices was to become one of the defining criteria for the establishment of the Qurʾānic status of a reading. While the traditional narrative accentuates the historical importance of a fixed physical text of the Qurʾān, oral mechanisms for its dissemination remained pertinent;
in fact, the specialist qirāʾāt biographies include synopses of the ways in which the transmission and recitation of the Qurʾān were perfected with a repertoire of technical terms used by reader experts to convey the modes of the dissemination of readings and the transfer of knowledge. 19 For historians of Arabic linguistic thought, the qirāʾāt provide not only insights into the synthesis of Arabic grammatical thinking during these formative periods, but they also shed light on the linguistic diversity and richness of the materials; and they can also help with the identification of the linguistic origin of materials. It has been conventional to describe readings using the term 'Qurʾānic variants', although theoretically, many of them are constellated around the standard skeletal text and proffer equally valid liturgical options for recitation. 
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Variances among the documented corpus of readings tend to be confined to vocalic and homographic variants, many of which occur at the morpho-syntactic and morphophonological levels of the Qurʾānic text. They also include designated differences over the use of suffixation, prefixation and even the choice of conjunctions. A review of the classical works on collating qirāʾāt, including early grammatical texts in which these were often analysed, such as the Kitāb al-Sabʿa of Ibn Mujāhid (d. 324/936) and al-Tadhkira fī'l-qirāʾāt al-thamān compiled by Ibn Ghalbūn (d. 389/999), reveals the often very slim quality of the differences among readings; they are frequently focused on differences concerning a single phoneme or lexeme within a given verse of the Qurʾān, univocality is often a common characteristic of such simultaneous lectiones. 20 In fact works such as the Kitāb al-Sabʿa ostensibly documented the incidence of differences (ikhtilāf) within select verses, betraying the fact that an implicit agreement existed among readers with regards to the other lexical elements of a verse (see Figure 1 ). It is misleading assumed that the fixing of seven readings was made inevitable through the work of Ibn Mujāhid, but in fact he was working with a prospective framework of materials and approaches to them which informed the contents of his own work and his selection of readings. There were of course collections of readings which were attributed to figures who preceded Ibn Mujāhid; indeed, in his reface he makes the telling point that he had selected readers whose readings were already wellestablished in the towns and garrison cities.
21
Consonantal Variants: the use of conjunctions (( Figure 1 With reference to recitation, included in these works were discussions of topics such as idghām (phonological assimilation), kināya (the articulation of pronouns), hamz or tashīl (the omission and commission of the glottal stop), fatḥ (opening of the vowel) imāla (fronting or inclination of the vowel) and related phonological phenomena. 22 The classical literature shows that there did exist other qirāʾāt which exhibited sharper incidences of variance, including examples of departure from the ʿUthmānic text through exegetical interpolation, lexical and consonantal variants, and instances of the inversion of the word order (hysteron proteron) of verses; these also extended to the inclusion of vocalic variants which had no requisite documentation or apparent precedent in the qirāʾāt sources.
In fact the early grammatical literature preserves fascinating anecdotes about the existence of non-standard variants and prevailing attitudes to them in the early tradition. Given in the same early sources there is an unswerving acceptance that the Qurʾān is a liturgical and devotional text, and that it was essential to ensure textual acuity on account of its being requisite to the validity of acts of worship and formal prayer, it would seem that the interest in these non-standard variants operated at an abstract level, serving exegetical, legal and even grammatical purposes as they were often being adduced to provide definition to arguments. 30 The relevance of this is apparent in the opposition of sorts which developed between grammarians and readers. The former were accused of adopting an approach which was Procrustean in the sense that they criticised the validity of lectiones which supposedly contravened syntactic norms, indulging in the emendation and hypothetical projection of readings. Conversely, readers are presented as ardent defenders of precedent in the transmission and acceptance of readings. 31 Certainly, later grammarians tended to devote their effort to defending and justifying the linguistic validity of readers accepted as being canonical and even those which bordered on the non-standard. In later centuries works were devoted to examining these readings with both grammatical surveys and other works which focused on the plain transmission of the materials. In such genres the hierarchy of authority for the Qurʾānic status of qirāʾāt was linked not only to their being in concordance with the ʿUthmānic codices, but also to their being theoretically traced to a Prophetic provenance and source. However, standardise the text, they argue that the suras that formed the text were shaped earlier. 40 Déroche, also referring to Sadeghi and Goudarzi, and questioning the need for caution when relying upon C14, suggests that the scriptio inferior was 'written during the second half of the first seventh century'. 41 Work on the study of early Qurʾānic manuscripts is still in its early stages. the collection of the Qurʾān texts and he identified a selection of latent ideological imperatives which he argued were driving legal discussions. His thesis was that specific types of variae lectiones were not relics of a corpus transmitted with textual fidelity over extended historical periods, but engendered by a labyrinth of legal arguments whereby the wording of the sacred text, in this instance the lectio, was interpolated or altered vocalically in order to lend support to perspectives supported by provincial schools of law. 43 Schacht had attributed the formulation and dissemination of legal teachings to the indigenous fiqh schools, dismissing the view that teachings and practices had their origin in the Medinan milieu. In the words of Burton, Schacht had shown that 'reference of the Sunna to the Prophet was the end rather than the beginning of a process', and that 'the hadith conveys a truth that is theoretical rather than historical'. 44 Burton concluded that the reports of the collection of the Qurʾān represent 'a mass of confusions, contradictions, and inconsistencies', and were the produce of a 'lengthy process of evolution'. 45 He inferred that Qur'ānic manuscripts exhibit the ʿUthmānic text and if one were to remove the collection reports as 'never having occurred', one arrives at the conclusion that the recension of the Qurʾān was the work of the Prophet [25, 124/741), reckoning that they appeared in the first quarter of the second century, although, his view is also that such materials could hypothetically have been acquired from earlier informants. 46 More recently, Shady Nasser posited a legal nexus to the proliferation of readings, arguing that they continued to multiply exponentially until the time Ibn Mujāhid authored his seminal Kitāb al-Sabʿa. However, Nasser is not specifically concerned with the legal significance of the variant readings, but rather his supposition is that readings were freely amalgamated and synthesised by reader specialists in ways which mirrored conventions adopted for broaching the interpretation of law (aḥkām): in the sense that ijtihād (considered opinion) and ikhtiyār (personal preference) were key elements which guided the processes of authentication and selection. Interestingly, Nasser reckoned even esteemed figures such as al- pre-Islamic period these landmarks were ignominiously associated with idolatrous customs to the extent that with the emergence of Islam, Muslims refrained from circuiting between them, following which Q. 2:158 was revealed, encouraging pilgrims to circuit between the two landmarks. 48 Other connected ḥadīth also refer to the sites al-Ṣafā wa'l-Marwā being connected with polytheistic practices and customs which apparently led to their being shunned by the community with members of the Anṣār stating that they were only commanded to circumambulate the Kaʿba. The discussions about the ṭawāf appear to have been contentious: in a related tradition the wife of the Prophet ʿĀʾisha is informed by her nephew ʿUrwa ibn al-Zubayr that he saw no ritual detriment or deficit if one were to omit circuiting between these two landmarks; he is reported to have assertively exclaimed that 'circuiting between them matters not to me'. 49 According to the same tradition, ʿĀʾisha, The verse is briefly discussed in al-Farrāʾs Maʿānī where it is also explained that the performance of circuits between these landmarks was shunned by Muslims because of two idols placed on them, fearing that their circuiting between the two landmarks could be misconstrued as an act of veneration for these idols. Still, having provided an explanation which fits in with the conventionally accepted narrative which encourages circuits between the landmarks, al-Farrāʾ does include an allusion to the variant in which the reading 'ʿan (lā)
ya'ṭṭawwafa bihimā' is mentioned. He does not ascribe the reading to Ibn Masʿūd nor indeed
Ubayy, but focuses on clarifying the reading: firstly, he explains that the combined ʿan (lā) particle exhibits an example of "ṣila" (superfluity), namely, linguistic redundancy and connotes fa-lā junāḥa ʿalayhi ʿan ya'ṭṭawwafa bihimā. Having spoken about the 50 Al-Farrāʾ then switches his attention to the second explanation which he observes allows the concession of omitting the circuits between these landmarks, adding that the first explanation is the one which is upheld. It is arresting that in al-Farrāʾs discussions is that there is no attempt to accentuate the significance of the variant reading which could be adduced to support omitting the circuits; in fact, he provides a grammatical explanation which dissipates the relevance of the reading. Moreover, in al-Farrāʾ's treatment the connected lectio is alluded to very cursorily and deemed almost inconsequential within the body of his discussions, despite the fact that the reading was connected with the Kufan legacy of Ibn Masʿūd.
The same verse is subjected to a lengthy examination in al-Ṭabarī's Jāmiʿ al-bayān ʿan taʾwīl āy al-Qurʾān. 51 In this, initially, the ritual relevance of performing the circuits between these landmarks is linked with the legacy of Abraham and the discussions include a methodical review of the various philological and poetic citations germane to the content of the verse. However, later on within his analysis, al-Ṭabarī does bring up a possible query raised with regards to the overall semantic thrust of the verse which is posed in the form of a dialectical question. He states that the former part of the verse declares that 'al-Ṣafā and
Marwā are among the sacred rites of God', he then explains that subsequently within the verse it is proclaimed that 'there is no harm in their circulating between the two landmarks', asking how can the former part of the verse supposedly be understood to make it an obligation to circuit between the landmarks, when the latter part speaks of there being 'no harm' in omitting the circuits, suggesting a disjunction of sorts as the lexeme junāḥ is equated with impairment and sin: it would be illogical to talk about an obligation, but then link it to there being no sin associated with its performance. Dismissing such an interpretation, al-Ṭabarī reports that the verse has to be grasped within the context of the preIslamic narrative which has idol worship associated with the landmarks and the discussions incorporate the various dicta attributed to the pious ancestors concerning the circuits at alṢafā wa'l-Marwā being linked with this. He argues that when this background is taken into account, the wording of the verse makes sense. A plethora of reports is adduced to support that explanation, including the dictum attributed to ʿĀiʾsha in which she insists that the circuits were mandatory and her referring to the 'hypothetical' reading which would be required to substantiate their omission.
Al-Ṭabarī includes a report which mentions that certain tribes from Tihāma used to omit the circuits between these landmarks, which prompted the occasion of the revelation of the verse. He then offers his own summary of the reports stating that it was not possible to infer on the basis of the verse that prior to its revelation there was some sort of divine prohibition on performing the circuits which was then rescinded. Al-Ṭabarī then outlines the various positions taken by jurists regarding the ritual status and validity of these circuits. He recounts that some jurists equated missing the circuits between al-Ṣafā wa'l-Marwā with omitting the mandatory circumambulation of the Kaʿba, ruling that this would invalidate the ritual integrity of the Ḥajj: pilgrims would need to return to Mecca and perform the circuits otherwise their pilgrimage would be voided. There were also further views, one of which refers to an expiatory sacrifice being necessary in lieu of a pilgrim's having to return to Mecca to perform the circuits; while, an additional view simply designated the circuits between these landmarks as being purely voluntary. who professes the opinion that the omission of circuits between these landmarks does not invalidate the Ḥajj, due to their being a voluntary act which is based on the lectio preserved in the muṣḥāf of Ibn Masʿūd (fa-lā junāḥa ʿalayhi allā ya'ṭṭawwafa bihimā). When Ibn Jurayj remonstrated by saying that such a person has 'discarded the practice of the Prophet', ʿAṭāʾ responded by reciting the succeeding verse: 'whoever volunteers, then that is good for them', intimating that it was a complement to the same verse, although whether this segment in the verse is connected with the previous discussions is a moot point. 52 Other figures who 53 He perceives that such a person would deserve reprimand. At the end of his disquisition, al-Ṭabarī replicates the analysis provided by al-Farrāʾ, commenting on the linguistic redundancy of the elided allā particle, which attenuates the legal efficacy of Ibn al-Masʿūd's reading as an argument for omitting the ṭawāf: for in his words, even if the rasm of the muṣḥaf accommodated such a reading, it could not be used as the basis for substantiating the view that circuits between the landmarks of al-Ṣafā wa'lMarwā were entirely optional. Notably, while Ibn Masʿūd's reading was used by scholars who were keen to defend the optional status of the ṭawāf, it featured alongside the attestation of other dicta as part of an entwined panoply of arguments invoked to influence discussions.
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One does not form the impression that differences over the lectio critically determined the dynamics of the arguments. And it remains debatable whether the reading was the product of a critical attempt to counter an alterative practice, but it appears as one among a selection of dicta used to formulate and contextualise legal discussions.
In later legal discussions one does find jurists discussing the issue of the mandatory status of the ṭawāf (saʿī), although, again, the bearing of the reading upon the various arguments appears marginal: for example, Ibn Qudāma notes that different views were 62 He then points out that the so-called shādhdha materials which fell outside the compass of the seven were also divided into two categories: those which were genuinely aberrant and did not warrant attention; and, those which did deserve consideration due to their retaining notable merits in terms of their linguistic qualities and paths of transmission, explaining that he was emulating the methodology of Ibn Mujāhid who had also composed a work devoted to these types of shādhdha materials. The implication is that of the two categories of shādhdha materials, the latter were not to be considered disdained; they simply did not enjoy the levels of transmission enjoyed by the corpora associated with the seven readings. However, over subsequent centuries, all these materials were being defined in light of the debates about the notions of tawātur, which were associated with multiple numerical transmission, despite their being initially connected with the construct of broad consensus and universal acceptance. Separately, the legal differences over the import of the verse in general are disputed with regards to the issue of waging war and conflict; indeed, the argument as to whether the verse was abrogated or concurrently binding was pored over in the attendant literature. Still, notwithstanding the relevance of these more broad discussions, the concomitant readings based on the choice of verb forms feature in the legal deliberations, although it was the sundry Prophetic dicta which carried greater cachet within the concatenation of perspectives adduced in the discussions.
The significance of the two readings rests on the shrewd employment of a simple a fortiori argument: if on the basis of the reading with the alif the Qurʾān prohibits 'fighting' in the vicinity of the sanctuary, then it immediately follows that the taking of a life within the precincts of the mosque, which is graver than simply engaging in combat, is much more reprehensible and therefore illicit. It was in this context that jurists cited the semantic nuances between the two readings to reach judgments not only about engaging in warfare, but also whether it was permissible to take the life of an individual who sought sanctuary in the 
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Meccan shrine and whether corporeal offences should be imposed within it boundaries. 67 There is no suggestion that there is an antithesis as far as the semantic import of the two readings is concerned. In his Aḥkām al-Qurʾān the jurist Ibn al-ʿArabī (d. 543/1148) relates an anecdote relating to the celebrated jurist al-Ṣāghānī who was questioned about the permissibility of taking the life of an adversary who had sought sanctuary within the Meccan shrine. His response is that the two readings respectively predicate that initiating combat without provocation in the sanctuary was prohibited and that it could be inferred from the verse that the taking of a life within the precincts of the Masjid al-Ḥarām was forbidden; in the case of the tuqātilūhum reading the ruling is presented by way of caution (tanbīh) and it is here that the a fortiori argument is applicable, while in the second, taqtulūhum, prohibition is textually stipulated as being clear cut (naṣṣ) and categorical. 'are proximate in terms of their meaning' and were, accordingly, both valid. 75 It is evident that discussions about the issue do not appear to be anchored to the differences between the readings, although nuances were imported into the discussions once the relevant Prophetic and related dicta had been cited and deliberated upon. Ibn al-ʿArabī, who explains that the two concomitant readings are not in opposition. 78 The labyrinth of discussions is impressively detailed and replete with counter arguments, but it is eye-catching that these are not firmly moored to the citation of the alternative reading of the verse, which is not mentioned among the plethora of detail. Again, it seems reasonable to conclude that the semantic nuances between the two separate variant readings of this verse
were not the cause of the sinuous discussions which took place over their legal implications, but rather the different legal interpretations as referenced to debates within the Prophetic sunna were irrevocably driving the discourses. Burton does mention that classical scholarship was 'fully alive to the import of variant readings', quoting al-Suyūṭī who avers that 'the differences in the readings signal the differences in the legal rulings', but such vaunted assertions are not fully substantiated by the sources. 79 In fact even in works such as Ibn al- 
Purity and the Cessation of Menstruation
The concomitant variant readings of Q. 2:222 did form the backdrop for elaborate discussions concerning differences over the rules about the end of menstruation and the conditions for resuming intimate relations with one's spouse. The Qurʾān states that: 'They ask you about menstruation. Say (to them), "therein lies impairment", so withdraw from women during such times. Do not approach them until they are purified; and when they are cleansed, approach them in the way decreed by God. Verily, God loves the repentant and those who are purified'.
The operative term in the discussion relates to the imperfect verb, 'attaining purity' (yaṭhurna). Ibn Mujāhid records that the lectio of Ibn Kathīr, Nāfiʿ, Abū ʿAmr and Ibn ʿĀmir is yaṭhurna, which was also attributed to ʿĀṣim via Ḥafṣ; whereas, Ḥamza, al-Kisāʾī, and ʿĀṣim, in a second narration, read yaṭṭahharna, where both the ṭāʾ and the hāʾ are geminated (mushaddada) as opposed to being mukhaffafa. 81 According to al-Ṭabarī, those who favoured reading with takhfīf (yaṭhurna), inferred from the verse that a menstruating woman should only be approached intimately once the period is completed and blood ceases to flow. 82 In contrast he explains that the second reading was interpreted as signifying their having also 'washed and purifying themselves'. The implication is that it was not freely linked to the cessation of blood. Al-Ṭabarī then includes three individual reports which separately link the stem of the flow of blood with attaining purity. Turning his attention to the second views: namely, those which favoured the geminated reading, he explains that they understood that it signified their 'purifying themselves with water'. A morphological explanation ensues whereby al-Ṭabarī explains that the yaṭṭahharna verbal construction is originally derived from a process of assimilation: the tāʾ has been integrated by the ṭāʾ because of the phonological proximities of their points of articulation: as it was originally yataṭahharna. And indeed it is this reading which he endorses as being the more apposite one: namely, it connotes their 'purifying themselves with water'. But he also summons the issue of the general consensus among scholars that it was prohibited for a man to approach his wife (with sexual intent), following the end of her period, until she had appropriately cleansed herself. 83 However, with regards to the geminated Qurʾānic reading of the verse, alṬabarī then moves on to explain that scholars differed over what purification entailed: some stated it was washing with water and that it was inappropriate for a husband to approach his partner until she had cleansed all her body; others asserted that it was simply the performance of ablution before prayer; while, a third party maintained that it was based on the washing of the private parts which, once completed, resulted in purification, following which a husband was entitled to approach her with intimate intent. There is some historical context to this as it is explained that in the pre-Islamic periods if women ware menstruating, they were effectively ostracised, not being allowed to eat, drink or share the home with their spouses. 84 Invoking the consensus among scholars that it was not licit for a husband to approach his wife until she had purified herself with water, al-Ṭabarī infers that the most credible reading of the two must be the one which has the greater propensity to obviate ambiguity in the mind of a listener; whereas, conversely, the alternative reading does not guard against creating uncertainty as far as a listener is concerned, leading him to believe that it is possible for the partner of a menstruating spouse to initiate intimate contact with her immediately at the end of the period of menstruation. 85 Al-Ṭabarī concludes that for the aforementioned reasons he prefers the geminated reading of the verse. There does exist an evident antithesis between these two readings of the verse, although there is little in the form of argumentation used to underpin the first reading. An interesting discussion of the same verse ensues in al-Qurṭubī's Jāmīʿ. 86 He explains that in both the muṣḥafs of Ubayy and Ibn Masʿūd, the reading is vocalised as yataṭahharna (the non-assimilated form); and that Anas ibn Mālik's codex had an interpolated treatment of the verse. Al-Qurṭubī simply quotes the summary view offered by al-Ṭabarī. There is certainly no detailed analysis of the nuances between the two readings but rather the differences over the legal interpretation of the geminated reading (yaṭṭahharna)
form the core of his discussions. 87 The Andalusian scholar Abū Ḥayyān which 'wipe your heads' is mentioned. Correspondingly, reports which support the 'wiping'
practice are discussed at length and explored within the context of the reading. Having discussed both the readings and summarized the reports in favour of both readings, al-Ṭabarī expresses his own preference for the oblique reading, explaining that the issue of proximity dictates that it was more logical for the term 'arjulikum to be conjoined to the 'wipe your heads' construction and that it syntactically governed its inflection. Notwithstanding this fact, al-Ṭabarī contends that there is a generality as opposed to a specificity in which the term wipe or 'masḥ' was intended to be understood: namely, that it encompasses both wiping and washing. 92 A selection of Prophetic traditions is cited to drive home his argument. The account provided by al-Ṭabarī implies that there is not necessarily an antithesis between the two readings as far as their respective import is concerned, although the different readings did attract much debate in the legal literature. 93 It was the Basran grammarian Abū Jāʿfar alNaḥḥās (d. 338/950) who claimed that the two readings were akin to two separate verses. 94 Burton did profess that such readings were part of the demand for Islamic documentation which was fuelled by incessant school rivalry. He argues that 'the Qurʾān was flexible only within exiguous limits' due to the authority of the standardized text, so scholars were 'driven to seek the liberties they craved in varying vocalic data (arjulakum/arjulikum), or the diacritic pointing (yaṭhurna/taṭṭahirna (sic.)). And, he argues, apart from this, the only other resort open to them was textual interpolation. 95 There are certainly comcomitant readings which produced opposing legal rulings, although the frequency with which they occur is somewhat confined. They are far outweighed by those readings which are univocal.
Expiatory Fasting for Breached Oaths
The penalty for the expiation of oaths is set out in the passage of Q. 5:89, where it is stated that 'God does not hold it against you for your carelessly gratuitous taking of oaths, but only those taken in earnest; the expiation for breaking an oath is to feed ten poor people, providing them with food that you would averagely afford for your own families; or to supply them with clothes or to set free a slave; those individuals without the means (to do so), should fast for three days; this is the expiation for breaching oaths but do try to keep them.' The question of whether the expiatory fasting of three days should be consecutive or separated He maintains that on the basis of the positions taken by the aforementioned scholars consecutiveness is affirmed as being obligatory; however, al-Jaṣṣāṣ offers an intriguing observation that the actual 'recitation' (tilāwā) of the verse cannot be confirmed due to its being abrogated; yet he makes it plain that its legal ruling remained valid, noting that this was the position taken by the madhhab. He confirms that both Mālik and al-Shāfīʿī were of the view that 'interruption (of the expiatory days) was acceptable'. 97 The explanation that the reading was abrogated but its ruling still valid is used to justify the position on consecutiveness, although the reading is cited. The matter is taken up further in al-Qurṭubī's Jāmiʿ, where he explains that al-Shāfiʿī was supposed to have upheld two different views on this. Referring to al-Muzanī (d. 264/878), al-Qurṭubī notes that he reached the same view by way of analogy, using the expiation for ẓihār (repudiation of one's wife) as his analogue and also deferring to the reading of Ibn Masʿūd. In a second opinion on the subject attributed to al-Shafiʿī and Mālik, the implementation of the fast on separate days is viewed as being permitted. The point is made that the action of consecutiveness being attributional rests on there being present a stipulated text or an analogy governed by such a text, yet these are absent in this instance. 98 No mention is made of the issue of abrogation; the reading of Ibn
Masʿūd was presented as supporting evidence. In his Kitāb al-Uṣūl al-Sarakhsī (d. 483/1090-91) does attempt to grapple with reconciling the Ibn Masʿūd reading with the notion of the mutāwātir status of the Qurʾān. 99 He reports that given the fact that the lectio in which the term consecutive is used was associated with Ibn Masʿud, one can only assume that it was part of the original wording which was preserved in his reading but then withdrawn, placing its absence in the final texts within the vector of theories connected with abrogation. Yet, at Classical legal schools took different positions with regards to dealing with old, worn, frayed, or damaged Qurʾān/codices: among some classical jurists the view was that attempts should be made to repair them; where this was not possible due to their poor state, then, they should be wrapped in fabric and buried in a place where they will not be desecrated or subject to disrespect; this was the position of the Ḥanbalite and Ḥanafīte jurists. Shāfiʿīte and Mālikite jurists stated that when such materials are beyond repair or restoration, they can be burnt on the basis that Uthman sanctioned the practice when compiling the standardised version of the text. The underlying rationale for such acts is that one is attempting to save such materials from desecration or violation as their content is sacred and sacrosanct. 48-54. It has been explained that C-14 tests confirm when the parchment was prepared but that in terms of the actual writing and script, establishing the date of the ink is so much more problematic. One respected scholar Sheila Blair, who has written extensively on codices and calligraphy, has pointed out to me that it is rare to have a time lag between the slaughter of animals and the subsequent use of their hides for parchment. But she also notes: 'But C-14 dating is tricky. You need to have a clean sample, and the typical way to clean is to use petroleum solvents, which can alter the date significantly'. Still, once they have been prepared, it is quite probable that such parchments would have been used immediately for transcription. The dates given for the folios are: AD 568 and 645 with 95.4% accuracy; the orthographical features of the text are consistent with the materials produced in much later periods (verses markers and separators are reported to have been a later introduction). The style and format of the actual orthography indicate that the Birmingham manuscript probably belongs to the Umayyad era (circa 661-700). Also, interestingly, the issue of orthography has been largely overlooked in the current media discussions. When it comes to the dating of Qurʾānic manuscripts of this nature, academic scholars such as Déroche will argue that much of the evidence for the history of the textual transmission of the Qurʾān still needs to be meticulously analysed and assessed, so it would be seemingly premature to talk about a rewriting of early Islamic history on the bases of these folios.
